In recent years, the politics of data, its social and cultural life, and the new methods that comprehend, and analyze solely using qualitative methods of inquiry. Data can be extracted, mapped, aggregated, condensed, measured, and translated, acquiring autonomies and agencies that extend and travel beyond the original event or transaction. Dystopian arguments present the increasing application of metrics to life as the final stage in technology acquiring its own agencies and taking command. Reminiscent of nineteenth-and early-twentiethcentury dystopian anxieties, machines and, in this context, machine learning are seen now as governing humans in ways that are largely imperceptible, incomprehensible, and thus unpredictable. The so-called "back-end" of social media, for example, provides data that is conjoined with automated practices in complex ways. These recursive relations thus defy calls for transparency and raise ethical questions about data ownership. As many have argued, data repositories potentially create surplus value-revenue and profit for businesses, governments, science, and related actors. Particular data banks and archives are mined, often using proprietary forms of software, which can aggregate vast amounts of data in order to shape and anticipate the future; or this is at least the dream of those invested in a data-driven economy.
am calling the "John Bargh priming controversy"-and the different entangled temporalities that it enacts This event relates to an area of cognitive science known as priming, and the controversy it sparked gained significant traction across social media. It has a historical lineage to psychic modes of experimentation which are part of psychology's often disavowed past, and offers challenges to liberal conceptions of selfhood based on rationality, will, and cognition.
The different temporalities of what we might call "internet time" carried by the Bargh controversy are disrupted by temporalities which interfere, refract, disrupt, disperse, and cut together-which knot, splice, fracture and create discontinuities. These discontinuous times point toward multiple pasts in the present and futures-yet-to-come. This temporal complexity will be explored in the context of "uncivil discourse" (Ashley et al. 2013 ) fostered by the controversy as it unfolded online; that is primarily through the communication of sentiment, feeling and emotion, including anger, hostility, defense, pride and the subsequent management of reputation. However, rather than remain at the level of "uncivil discourse"
and sentiment analysis, I will show how this controversy also revitalizes earlier historical controversies, which remain far from settled. These different temporalities appear as traces within the controversy, which set in motion and are carried by data that would otherwise be obscured and omitted by aggregate forms of analysis. As Karen Barad (2010) has argued, hauntological methods-associated primarily with the deconstructive writings of Jacques Derrida (1994) -allow one to think with dis/continuity, dis/orientation, and dis/jointedness. She argues that hauntologies work with erasures and the ghostly entanglements that make such erasures visible. Tracking these ghostly traces however takes work, a work that I argue is displaced if one is guided by particular data-logics and digital methods, such as co-word variation and predictive analytics. This work of interpretation implicates the researcher in what I have called, in other contexts and following the work of Grace Cho (2008) , an ethics of entanglement (Blackman 2012) .
What counts as data when following the Bargh controversy, which I will explore shortly, becomes a pertinent question. To call it a social media controversy would perhaps be inadequate; it would miss the recursive relationships between broadcast and social media that characterized how and why the controversy gained traction. Furthermore, as many scholars have argued, such a distinction is rather arbitrary given the remediation that characterizes media environments (Bolter and Grusin 2000) . However, the controversy was enacted across various social media platforms, including blogs, microblogs such as Twitter, Google+, news. It also involved online science trade magazines and open-access science journals. The controversy was fueled perhaps inadvertently by the actions of particular individuals: the investigative prowess of a particular science journalist, the irate protestations of a cognitive scientist, and the defensive position of a variety of skeptics. However, their part in the controversy is not reducible to their actions or agency; in this sense each could be considered one of the actors within an assemblage of relations. Furthermore, as complex data scenarios make visible, recursive relations within assemblages of data are difficult to see. Still, the human actors did become intermediaries within a controversy that brings the past into the present and also gestures toward alternate realities, lost futures, or futures-yet-to-come. These lost futures and futures-yet-to-come are carried by the comparison of John Bargh to a Mr.
Wilhelm von Osten, the trainer and owner of a horse called Clever Hans in the early twentieth century, who astounded audiences with his remarkable feats and talents (Despret 2004) . Why this comparison might upset Bargh and what it discloses about the contemporary field of priming and automaticity research within psychology and cognitive science becomes the subject of the controversy. The significance of this comparison is to be found in digital traces, which throughout the controversy become the object of redaction, removal, erasure, and attempts by many users and interested parties to keep this association alive.
The controversy and the data generated is analyzed as an example of "digital hauntology," particularly if we accept that haunting is a form of mediation, a history of the present, which "requires stretching toward the horizon of what cannot be seen with ordinary clarity yet" (Gordon 2008, 195) . It involves phenomena within the psychological, cognitive, and brain sciences that are considered oddities, puzzles, and anomalies if one starts from the position that subjectivity is singular, bounded, and circumscribed by the exercise of human reason and self-control. Although the controversy might appear to be of interest only to psychologists or scientists, it carries other controversies that are of interest to arts and humanities scholars. narrative framings of this controversy. The meaning and significance of the event, which has been constituted within particular apparatuses of knowledge production and interpretation, is based on giving a "single authoritative representation of the social" usually bound up with linear conceptions of time (Ruppert, Law, and Savage 2013, 39) .
i These forms of "bundled time" (ibid.) obscure, close down, and cover over the spread and circulation of data across different sites, sources, and temporalities afforded by digital devices. These enable new forms of traceability and knowing which allow contagion, flow, and nonlinear temporalities to be followed, tracked, and made more visible. The potential traceability and different temporalities of the digital information that is submerged or displaced by particular practices of knowing-human and nonhuman-is the subject of this chapter. As such, this intervention is strategically designed to show what exceeds data metrics when digital methods are linked predominantly to volume and scale (big data) and opens up a genealogical method which can mine, work with, and attend to the specificities of particular data sets and digital archives.
These types of data remain as a persistent and ghostly presence, and can be followed, listened to, and brought to life. This is a political project, one that I hope will be of wider interest to all cultural theorists seeking a rapprochement with the sciences. The data disclose or reveal what exceeds positivism and present the potential dynamism of science-the possibility for science to listen to its own pasts in the present and shape futures yet-to-come.
The Bargh Controversy
John Bargh is a prominent cognitive scientist who received the American Psychological Association's 2014 Award for Distinguished Scientific Contributions. He was also made the James Angell Professor in Psychology at Yale University in January of that year. Two years earlier, in 2012, he became the subject of a controversy after he unleashed what was described on Twitter as a tantrum and "scathing personal attack." These purported attacks, posted on his blog The Natural Unconscious under the titles "Angry Birds" and "Nothing in Their Heads" were directed at a young Belgian post-doc researcher, Stephane Doyen, and his team who had failed to replicate Bargh's 1996 study of priming. Priming studies use a range of different techniques and experimental apparatuses to attempt to influence behavior, thought, and action in ways not consciously registered (Wetherell 2012) . This area of cognitive science and psychology is already controversial with various claims being made, including those made in Bargh's 1996 study, which concluded that participants could be made to walk more slowly to an elevator after being shown words associated with aging.
These words were presented in the form of a scrambled language task and were taken to have primed the experimental subjects in ways that they were not consciously aware of. Bargh The responses in the comments section to the blog framed Bargh's rebuttal as a rant, as defensive, inaccurate, and exemplary of some of the problems that accompany science debate in the era of PPPR (post publication peer review). PPPR refers to the afterlives of journal articles as they circulate within and across social media with the potential to extend review by contributing to comments sections of blogs and websites, for example. Although it is recognized that PPPR can extend the article's afterlife allowing a bigger readership and more publicity, for many, including Bargh, this comes at the expense of the integrity of science.
Bargh's response, which appears to be an attempt to close down discussion, courted further controversy and placed Bargh at the center. His posts gained traction across social media and were amplified by the comments posted on numerous other blogs, on comments sections of the blogs, and discussion forums that picked up on the controversy. As you can see from the visualization below, the traction across social media, including Facebook, Google + posts, and Twitter is rather small when compared to the volume, scale, and quantity of big data sets.
However, by following these data I hope to show why studying small data is important for erasure has left a series of digital trails and traces that reveal the original event's absentpresence and its hauntological potential, on which I will elaborate below. I will also draw on the recovered blog entries to both reconstruct the micro-dynamics of the controversy and to perform the hauntological potential of the data. This will involve taking the reader back to the early twentieth century and to a psychological archive related to priming which contemporary psychology has largely written out of its historiography (Valentine 2012 ). I will argue that it is primarily the splicing of two rather different temporalities within this controversy that reveals its wider significance and afterlives (Fuller 2009 Ed Yong begins his blog post "Primed by Expectations" by referring to the figure of Clever
Hans, a horse at the turn of the twentieth century who was able to tell the time and solve complex multiplication puzzles by stamping his hooves. Hans' prodigious talents were later linked to his capacity to be moved by minimal unconscious movements unwittingly expressed by his trainer, von Osten (Pfungst 1911) , or to what later became known within psychology as the "experimenters expectations." As Yong suggests, the legend of Clever
Hans has largely been forgotten although it has caught the attention of many contemporary cultural theorists interested in embodiment and affect (Blackman 2012; Despret 2004 The post has twenty-five comments, which range from supportive to more hostile and defensive in relation to this comparison. Out of the twenty-five, the first seven comments are supportive and welcome the debate. There is then a post by Joe that shifts the terrain, which I have coded as "mildly hostile." It corrects facts and does some work of undermining Ed
Yong's credibility. This is followed by a post from Ed Yong, which clarifies some of the My restaging of this scene is designed to give a sense of how personal dynamics are entangled with and spliced through different historical temporalities or "spacetime configurings" (Barad 2010 ). The present scene is shaped by the publishing of a nonreplication study and the ad hominem exchange of sentiment and emotion that followed.
However, the revitalization of Clever Hans by Ed Yong frames the controversy as also or even primarily being hauntological in nature. That is, the way in which personal sentiments and dynamics governing PPPR revitalize, refract, and bring back some of the lost futures of science, and particularly what Yong calls "the Legend of Clever Hans," a legend that many psychologists will not have heard of, which takes psychology back to its intimate connection to psychic research and experimental practices (Blackman 2012 historical controversy with a current online social media controversy shows how a single event is more-than-one, and in the rest of the chapter we will go on to explore its more-thanone nature and how it diffracts these different temporalities.
Bargh's Retort: Scene 2-Resurrection and the Work of Interference
Prior to Bargh's "Nothing in Their Heads" post, he had not posted anything on his blog The Natural Unconscious for two years. He starts the blog by using the language of resurrection and preempting why he felt it necessary to use his authoritative position to debunk the Doyen study. His rebuke, he informs the reader, is directed at the business model of the open access journal PLoS ONE, (which published the Doyen study), and at what he calls "superficial science journalism." These are both threatening the integrity of science, he insists. PLoS ONE, he argues, uses a "pay-as-you-go" model of publishing, which does not demand rigorous standards of peer review or editorial direction. Bargh equates this to self-publication;
it lets studies through which should not be published, he argues. Bargh then uses his own blog to engage in PPPR and to offer the expert review and editorial scrutiny, which he insists the article did not receive. He then argues that the self-published nature of the study and its misleading conclusions were exacerbated by the fact that it was commented upon by Yong's commentary on his blog It's Not Exactly Rocket Science and specifically the post "Primed by
Expectations," which, as mentioned earlier, had some traction across social media. Bargh argues that he was not involved in peer review for this article and that, as the leading researcher in this area (with the most highly cited study) his input was needed to assess the significance of the Doyen non-replication study. Unsolicited, Bargh goes on to do this by critiquing the experimental conditions and set-up of the Doyen study and arguing that Doyen's study was a "bad replication study." He ends the post by drawing a link between "self-published studies" and online media sources, which are the actual problem in Bargh's view. They mislead, distort, interfere, and only work to skew debate in ways that are damaging to scientific integrity. Bargh sets. The data I have followed are cross-platform, are distributed and extend across different temporalities, and are set in motion by minor associations (Bargh with von Osten), which reanimate forgotten entities, anomalies, and controversies. These submerged relations exist as outliers to particular regimes of visibility, making it difficult to generalize about the influence, traction, and politics of data without engaging in some form of interpretation. As boyd and Crawford (2012) have argued, numbers do not speak for themselves. In this last section, or scene, I will focus on Ed Yong's response to Bargh's posts. My conclusion to this section will be that infographics and data visualizations that use, adapt, and modify digital methods derived from software platforms are constrained or compromised by all of the above issues. In some ways, I follow Bruno Latour's recent invitation to software developers and programmers in his keynote at the prestigious SIGCHI 2013 conference on Human Computer
Interaction. In this lecture he challenges the research community to approach big data in ways that foreground the experience of data's connectedness and the relations these connections form through time. As I have found with this case study, the tools that might help embed hauntological modes of analysis within digital methods are still to be configured. The that although this is a carefully considered response to Bargh and the commentary around the study, it is also designed to be provocative. The entry is rather unsurprising and instigates a relevant and timely discussion surrounding the problem of replication within psychology and science more generally. This is the authorized narrative that surrounds this controversy-that the priming controversy discloses the problems with replication, which is considered the cornerstone of scientific innovation, discovery, and progress. As we have seen, this is the single authoritative representation of the event given by Bargh and many others. This is also confirmed by the sixty comments posted to Yong's entry, which for the most part are reasonable and useful discussions of the problems with replication and how this might be improved. Yong is generally welcomed for his careful consideration of this issue and his contribution to opening it up for extended discussion via social media and the mechanisms of PPPR. There are a few detractors from the parameters of this discussion which redraw what is seen as an unfounded association between John Bargh and the trainer and owner of Clever Hans, von Osten. One commentator puts it in thus: "Frankly, I don't think the tone of his post was all that surprising given the insinuation in your post that he had fallen prey to Clever
Hans." A subsequent user also picks up on this: "So to compare Bargh's findings with the Clever Hans story is insulting and misleading."
These two comments disclose the hauntological potential of the data and act as traces that set in motion a genealogical trail. Although they are not representative of the majority of the commentary surrounding Yong's entry, they point toward another scene haunting the problem of replication. This problem is overlaid and threaded through with the revitalization of an earlier psychological controversy, one that entangles the discussion with submerged narratives, ghostly figures, displaced actors and agencies, and different temporalities. Time is disjointed, dispersed and diffracted through itself, revealed in data traces that are fleeting and act as outliers to the central discussion and focus. In numerical terms, these traces are inconsequential and insignificant. However, they also point toward the ghosts of Clever Hans and von Osten, who courted controversy at the turn of the twentieth century and are reanimates in this present controversy. It would seem that John Bargh is followed by these ghosts and the area of priming within psychology has continually to be policed in order to prevent these historical associations from surfacing. This is confirmed in the first comment made by Bargh in his later and subsequently erased entry, "Angry Birds" (which I recovered using Wayback Machine as discussed earlier) posted in Psychology Today on March 23,
His retort begins:
<Quote>The discussion sparked by my previous post has now far transcended the remarks I made in the post itself, in defense of our lab in the face of the "Clever Hans" charge. That was a slur on our lab that had to be responded to in order to set the record straight. Insults like that typically make people angry, and so a lot of heat was generated, but too much heat produces smoke, and smoke obscures clear vision. Let's see if we can continue the discussion without anger and hostility clouding the real issues. <Quote>
The blog goes on to engage with some of the issues that have been raised in relation to the study and to put the record straight, again. The comments for this entry have not been argue that digital archives represent opportunities to explore such economies within distributed, extended networks of actors, agencies, and practices. These exist as traces, which can be followed, mapped, listened to, and reanimated. Some of these traces are deleted or removed, and as I have tried to show, exist as ghostly presences, requiring ingenuity, tenacity, and some knowledge of software and data practices in order to cover and reperform. They are lively and disclose some of what is carried by the social and cultural life of data. Data traces can be moved and re-moved, redacted as well as remixed, and require the work of articulation, translation and staging in order to be made visible. This is a different strategy to predictive analytics and is one that mines and focuses upon the potential of compromised data. These traces often become hidden or covered over by representationalism, by narratives and representations that come to stand in for the event. These obscure the more temporal aspects of events, the historicity of time, and the different temporalities that disclose the more-than-one nature of controversies and events. The strategy of panspectric surveillance ix led and extended by a hauntological mode of inquiry reveals the dynamic nature of archives and their unexcavated potential. It also opens up questions of ethics and ethical entanglements, how our attempts to repurpose and reimagine data are highly situated engagements. The focus here is much more on the performing and re-performing of archives, rather than conserving them as monuments. animations-images, narratives, and forms of knowledge which erase or occlude those traces or forms of haunted data that exceed particular strategies of knowingness.
Denouement: Setting the Record Straight
As I have identified throughout this social media hauntology, one of the refrains or performative statements integral to John Bargh's blog posts has been the desire to "set the record straight." In the process these actions have also threatened to damage his reputation, or have certainly created hostile comments from other users that verge on slander and defamation of character. As many social and digital media scholars have argued, digital archives are "archives in motion" (Beer 2013 ) and present dynamic and mobile processes which are not fixed in time. However, as we have seen, the capacity of data to move on from the original event and accrue "afterlives" (Fuller 2009 ) also threatens the performative strategies of individual users. As Zizi Papacharissi (2012) has argued, one of the issues facing social media users is precisely how to engage in forms of self-presentation and selfmanagement in light of the complex digital relations that characterize social media practices.
Goffman's (1990) work on "impression management" is seen by many social media theorists as useful to explore the kinds of deliberative action that users might engage in order to manage these tensions and construct a coherent self-presentation. These tensions Papacharissi (ibid.) argues, are heightened within online social platforms, which intensify, she suggests, practices of self-monitoring and self-awareness. She argues that networked performances or performative strategies of subjectivity often resemble "micro-celebrity, personal branding, and strategic self-commodification" (1990). Attempts to "set the record straight" online and to tell a particular story-bound up with specific storytelling devices and narratives-is one that illustrates some of the contrary logics that govern data regeneration, movement, and analysis. 
